The internationalization of adjudication in
I. INTRODUCTION
The strengthening of human rights law that came along with the establishment of the United Nations and the foundation of the multiple regional human rights systems have profoundly affected the scope of judicial protection provided to victims of human rights violations. The institutionalization of actors that, as Bogdandy states, "speak in the name of the peoples and citizens whose freedom they ultimately shape" 1 has changed the way in which judicial review is done in the high courts of several countries. Importantly, it marks a strengthened process of internationalization of Constitutional law. Due to the receptiveness of judicial actors to international law, 3 and to the open structure of constitutional law, doctrines such as the block of constitutionality 4 and the control of conventionality 5 have made judicial review, and in general the exercise of administrating justice, an activity much more exposed to the contents of international law. The appropriation of the norms of international human rights law by national judicial authorities guarantees the enforceability of the international rule of law, while at the same time widens the set of actors involved in the implementation of these international agreements.
Because of the work of both international and domestic judges, there is now an almost uncontested recognition of the constitutional legal value that the ACHR has in the region, and many Constitutions and high courts in Latin
America have enforced the Convention and granted its constitutional rank.
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Thanks to the appropriation of international law by national courts, the ACHR has claimed a high ground in the Colombian constitutional system, in the latest stage of the widest process of the internationalization of the law. Nevertheless, it should be noted that the development of this process has not been free of controversy and that the matter is currently subject to a very intense judicial debate.
Despite the more or less universal acceptance of the constitutional role that the American Convention has in Colombia, the decisions of the high courts of this country can be classified as rejecting international law or as embracing the full extent of this legal system. This classification depends essentially on the level of recognition that the courts of the different states make to the decisions of the IACtHR.
In a regressive tendency, the Constitutional Court has started to demount its own jurisprudential constructions in favor of "new" interpretations that close constitutional law to the process of the internationalization. Through means of negating its own precedents, the Court, in decisions SU-712 of 2013 7 and C-327 of 2016, 8 has turned its back on some of its most important rulings on the matter of the binding power of the decisions of the IACtHR. On this, the Court has adopted a rather restrictive interpretation of the law, with severe consequences for human rights protection in Colombia. By adopting that position, the Court has restricted the possibilities for rights protection in this country and has further isolated the constitution from international law, as
Quinche affirms, "the so-called rejection posture resists applying the standards of rights adopted by the decisions of this international tribunal to favor the principle of state sovereignty." In contrast with the tendency of rejection to the precedents of international law that the Constitutional Court has assumed in later decisions, and based on the institutional and normative pluralism of human rights, the SC has managed to consistently interpret the law in a manner respectful to both the Constitution and the American Convention. The SC's rulings that have applied the control of conventionality bring a light to the way in which international law should be viewed from the perspective of national tribunals, and to the virtues of a judicial interpretation that is not limited to the sources of domestic law. 
II. THE JUDICIALIZATION OF INTERNATIONAL HUMAN RIGHTS LAW
Despite the importance of the movement towards the internationalization of the law that can be observed in the numerous treaties signed after 1945, the creation of international courts in charge of the protection of human rights was the shifting point that changed our understanding of the relationship between constitutional law and international law. International law has come closer to the national high courts of the various states subject to the jurisdiction of the ACHR in a process of internationalization that seeks to give constitutional value to international law.
The two main institutions that resulted from this judicial innovation are the block of constitutionality and the control of conventionality; both are judicial constructions that reflect the increasing interaction between international and constitutional law, for they are intended to promote the legal value of international law in domestic institutional environments.
Owing to these jurisprudential constructions, the application of international law by domestic judges is shifting from a non-standardized judicial practice to a more structured interaction between the international order and domestic constitutional systems. This communication, constructs a legal dynamic that defies the old debate between monist and dualist theories, in favor of a postnational understanding of the process of internationalization.
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III. THE BLOCK OF CONSTITUTIONALITY
In Colombia and other countries of the Americas the doctrine of the block of constitutionality has become the instrument to determine the legal nature of beyond the formal constitutional text there is the block of constitutionality, consisting not only of the written formal constitution but of those norms and principles that, without appearing formally in the articles of the constitutional text, are to be utilized as parameter for the control of constitutionality of the laws, for they have been normatively integrated in the constitution through different means and by direct order of the constitution itself.
36
Ever since, this doctrine has been frequently applied in the jurisprudence of the Colombian Constitutional Court as a tool to further legal and judicial protection of human rights. Given the context of impunity that prevailed in Latin America and the lack of legal protection afforded to victims of grave human rights violations in that region, the block of constitutionality proved to be a useful tool to expand the range of normative resources available for judges to give protection to rights; as well as a source of additional legitimacy for judicial actors in their decisions. 37 In order to be able to correlate with the ever-changing reality of rights, the theory of the block of constitutionality gives a prominent place to international human rights law and international humanitarian law in the Colombian domestic order. It coordinates international law with domestic law and prevents the constitution from becoming passive in front of the new social, political and legal dynamics. 
IV. THE CONTROL OF CONVENTIONALITY
V. T H E J U D G M E N T S O N T H E C O N V E N T I O N A L I T Y O F T H E D I S C I P L I N A R Y F U N C T I O N S O F T H E G E N E R A L PROSECUTOR OFFICE IN COLOMBIA
The former Guerrilla member, Gustavo Petro Urrego, served as mayor of Colombia's capital city for over two years, before his political rights were restricted and was removed from the office by a disciplinary sanction initiated by Colombia's General Prosecutor, Alejandro Ordonez; in a decision that was later deemed unlawful and widely considered as an act of political persecution. The decision of the General Prosecutor against the mayor of Bogota was motivated on the basis that this disciplinary authority, understood that the plan of disposal of garbage proposed by Petro, had violated the principles of public contract law stipulated on article 48, and therefore had committed a grave fault to the disciplinary code. However, in later decision, the State Council declared the unlawfulness of such sanction, 
Interpretation of Article 23 by the Inter-American Court of Human Rights
With ensure that other human rights enshrined in the Convention are guaranteed."
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In that sense, they occupy a privileged position amongst the normative principles of this international instrument. Furthermore, the Court has stated that the restrictions of these rights should be reduced to the minimum, and that any limitation to Article 23 must be subject to the most rigorous judicial control.
On this, the Court affirmed clearly that in order to limit this political rights it is mandatory the participation of a judicial authority and the occurrence of a crime like corruption.
Interpretation of Article 23 by the Colombian State Council
The State Council, a key actor in the field of human rights adjudication in 
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The SC declared to be acting as judge of the Convention, and exercised the control of conventionality that granted it enough power and legitimacy to set a precedent capable of normatively integrating international and domestic law. By acting on behalf of the American Convention on Human Rights, while at the same time referring to the block of constitutionality 60 , the Council managed to bridge two different interpretations of the law in order to solve a controversial case.
Interpretation of Article 23 of the Convention by the Colombian
Constitutional Court
Before we move on to analyze the value that the Constitutional Court 
VI. INTERNATIONALIZATION OF JUDICIAL CONTROL V.
JURSPRUDENTIAL REJECTION OF INTERNATIONAL LAW
As we have seen in the decisions that interpret the scope of article 23, despite the maturity of the internationalization process in Colombia, the discussion on 
VII. CONCLUSION
The jurisprudential evolution of the relationship between Colombian constitutionalism and international human rights law, more specifically with the 
